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Responses to Comment Set 25 
25-1 As discussed in the Draft EIR, under Impact HS-3: Contamination of Surface Water by 

Directional Drilling Fluid Seepage at page D.8-15, the potential occurrence of a “frac-out” is a 
concern.  Mitigation Measure HS-3a (Response to Unanticipated Release of Drilling Fluids) 
would apply to any boring or directional drilling at any location at which HDD is proposed or 
may be considered, including in Peyton Slough and would avoid potentially significant impacts 
(see Section 4, changes to page D.8-15).  See also Response to Comment 14-3 regarding 
Phase 2. 
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Responses to Comment Set 26 
26-1 The I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange Improvement Project has been added to Table E-1 (Site #20) 

to illustrate that cumulative impacts may occur (see Section 4 of this Final EIR, changes to 
Section E, Table E-1).  The Southern Bypass project identified by the City of Fairfield in Table 
E-1 (Site #29) has also been renamed to the Southern Parkway. 

26-2 Text has been added to the discussion of cumulative impacts in the transportation analysis of 
Section D.12.3.8 of this Final EIR to clarify the potential for the Proposed Project, with the 
Cordelia Mitigation Segment of Mitigation Measure B-4a, or the Existing Pipeline ROW 
Alternative to conflict with the I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange Improvement Project (see 
Section 4, changes to page D.12-19).  No additional mitigation would be necessary to minimize 
potential cumulative impacts. 

26-3 The Draft EIR in Section D.4.2.3 on page D.4-31 explains that the San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) is responsible for protection of the Suisun 
Marsh, and Table A-1 (Permits Required) of this Final EIR has been revised to clearly show 
that Suisun Marsh is managed by the BCDC (see Section 4, changes to page A-1).  The 
potential impacts of locating the pipeline within the Suisun Marsh are discussed in 
Section D.4.4 of the Draft EIR.  The impacts of pipeline construction and operation, including 
accidental impacts, in the Suisun Marsh are discussed under Impact B-4: Construction Impacts 
and Potential Accidents in Cordelia Marsh (Draft EIR, page D.4-76).  This Final EIR includes 
revisions in the Executive Summary to clarify that this impact would be significant, even with 
the Cordelia Mitigation Segment, because impacts from a spill could still flow into the Cordelia 
Slough if the accident occurred near either of the two waterway crossings in the mitigation 
segment.  This Final EIR also includes revisions to Section D.5 (Cultural Resources), which 
clarify that potentially significant impacts to historic resources would be related to the 
mitigation segment, if it is required (see also Response to Comment 27-1).  With these 
revisions, CSLC believes there is sufficient information in the Final EIR to characterize the 
impacts of the Proposed Project and alternatives (see Section 4, which includes the revised 
Executive Summary and changes to Section D.5). 

26-4 New text has been added under Section D.2 (Pipeline Safety and Risk of Accidents) in this 
Final EIR to clearly address cumulative impacts in this environmental issue area (see Section 4, 
under changes to Section D.2.3.11, Cumulative Impacts).  Revisions to the Draft EIR are also 
included in this Final EIR to clarify that coordination with the Solano Transportation Authority 
would be necessary to minimize the risk of damage from third parties to the pipeline.  The text 
of Mitigation Measure S-2g (Pipeline Markers) and the residual impact have been revised in 
this Final EIR to clearly show that Impact S-2.3 is significant and unmitigable (see Section 4, 
changes to page D.2-40). 
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Responses to Comment Set 27 
27-1 Section D.5.3.6, on page D.4-77 of the Draft EIR, discusses the potential impacts to cultural 

resources that would occur if Mitigation Measure B-4a (Cordelia Mitigation Segment), would 
be implemented for the Proposed Project.  In response to this comment, the route was 
investigated more closely.  A review of the location of the Village of Cordellia (sic) Historic 
District (Primary No. P-48-000446) on file with the California Historical Resources 
Information System, Northwest Information Center, indicates that the Cordelia Mitigation 
Segment may be within the village boundary, and that an expanded discussion of this issue is 
appropriate in the Final EIR.   

No potential impact would occur under the Existing Pipeline ROW Alternative because 
Mitigation Segment EP-1 is at least 0.6 miles from the village boundary.  Both the Proposed 
Project (without the Cordelia Mitigation Segment) and the Existing Pipeline ROW Alternative 
Mitigation Segment EP-1 would follow the PG&E transmission line south of Cordelia and 
would traverse American Canyon Creek and Cordelia Creek south the UPRR corridor and 
Cordelia Road.  These routes would only follow Cordelia Road for 1.5 miles between the 
UPRR and Pennsylvania Avenue (see Figure D.4-4 and Draft EIR Appendix 1E, Jurisdictional 
Delineation Maps, Maps 2240-W-507). 

The text of Section D.5 (Cultural Resources) has been revised in this Final EIR to identify the 
historic area in the setting, Section D.5.1.2.  The discussion of impacts by segment, Section 
D.5.3.6, has also been revised to correctly characterize a substantially increased likelihood of 
encountering historic resources along the Cordelia Mitigation Segment when compared to the 
Proposed Project without the mitigation.  The text of the Executive Summary, Section 5.2.1, 
Proposed Project vs. The Cordelia Mitigation Segment, of this Final EIR has also been changed 
to clarify that impacts to historic resources would be increased with the Cordelia Mitigation 
Segment (see Section 4, which includes the revised Executive Summary and changes to 
Section D.5).   

The Draft EIR has analyzed the potential environmental impacts of both the Proposed Project 
alignment through the Cordelia Marsh and the Cordelia Mitigation Segment (see Mitigation 
Measure B-4a on page D.4-77 of the Draft EIR).  The CSLC, as a decision-making body, has 
the ability to consider both possible alignments and decide which, on balance, will result in the 
least overall adverse impact on the environment. 


